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.1, INTRODUCTION

RESE NT STATUS OF THE PRONGHORN*(Antflocapra americanu)

IN MEXICO: A SURVEY -

Albcrto GonzAles—Romero®

Alberto Lg Fon. Terrazas

n

One of thc most serious problems which we face in tho study of wildlife

38

1s,the-1ack of baseline information ["past infofmation"i with tha result that

aqd the causes nhat hévc brought about.the current aituntion.

ForLunatcly. the history of rho pronghorn is woll- documcntod. nlthough
not in a continuous manner. We: havc datd on the spccies that date from 1)40
(Lcopold 1959), and from which we know that the pronghorn ochnded as, far

south as the . dry plaina o£ the northern Valley of Mexico avd that it . occurred

IR

in great numbers in the northern states (Luwholtz 1902).

pronghorn vas nlrondy becoming scarce roward Lho cnd of thé 1800‘5, and nﬁ

Lhe mnd of Lho century had disappcarcd from a grcat part o[ tts original

Al

area of-diﬁtribution (Meaxrn 1907, Hornaday 1908). These two authors were -

l.hc first to ¢ _LL'q_L"ﬁt;c

especiully in the southweqtcrn United Statcs nnd in Mcxtcan tcrritory whcro,

Nonuhelgss,guhc

ntion to the pppid d&sappcarance‘of the yrongﬁ&rn,

Nelson who, in 1923-24, completcd the first census of the species, ealculating
“the following Mexican'populations: - Coahuila, 600 nnimnlq, Sonorn 595, Bﬁjn
California 500: total of 2395 pronghorn. It should be mentioned that by that

time the pronghorn.hud already disappeared [rom the rest of tho vepublic.

¢ Instituto de Ecologfa, A.C.

attempt was made to evaluate the populations of this animal, and it wap

according to them; it existed in -the thousands. Given this situatton)'a'first'"*'




o . . The pronghorn has aluays been consldered one of” the most coveted hﬁnhtng
trophies. This specjes has traditionally been hunted by the natives and
vcolonists who, as In the case of the Papagosa, Pimas, and Apnchnn,‘nomutimes
depended on 1t in large measure (Hornaday 1908, Tinker 1978, Leopold et nlf
1981).
Hunters' desive for this trophy and the growing,nded to féod rural
populations within the areas of distributlion of these animals (which in
the main are of little value to agriculture, and in some ateas; to ¥anching),
together with the destruction of hnbitat‘nnd donﬁinunua hunting have been

responsible for the. drastic decrecasc of this species.,

UBJECTIVES AND GOALS

It Ls the purpose of this study to carry out a survey on the current sta-

tus of the species in Mexico, which will permit us to accomplish the following

objectives within a short space of time:

1) To determine, as precisely as possible, the current distributions

of the three subspecies found in Mexico, 0 - o

2) To determine, as precisely as possible, the current status of ‘ o
pronghorn populations (density and population structure),

3) To diagnose and evaluate the different factors acting in detriment

of its populntions (climate, predation, hunting, loss of habitat).

- Fulfillment of thcsc”bbjébt10e5'w{fl’péimit'behulhiioﬁrzf'aiﬁiéﬁvgf o

‘

action to protect and restore pronghorn populations. 7This plan would bear

fruit in the longterm,




IT. MRETHODOLOGY
Two tield trips of 20 days cach were madc“to'the following aveas:
Northwestern part of the state of Sonora (Altax Desert) and north central
part of Chihuahua.
The study nfcu§ were worked primarily og thv.basiS'of maps and aerial . ;
photographs to delimit the arcas and characterize the habhltat. AL Lhe same
time n‘liLcraturc search on tho subject was made.
The followling methodology was observed during cach trip:
1) Runs in car along highways, neighboring roads, and lnnps
recording distance and time of run and number of animals
seen andlor calculated by local inhabitants or other investi-
gators., B

2) Walks following fixed obscrvation routns, recording distance and time

of walk, and animals sighted and| or: signs and traces of thelr

activity.

3) Flixed obscrvation sites with definite times (2hours per site).
The sites were chosen on the basis of fresh traces, and the number
of hours was determined in cach case (the first hours of the morning QI

and evening were uscd).

4) Two types of censuses were carrvied out: a) direct (animals sighted) Sl #Sf .

b) indirect (spoor and droppings counts); these latter were carried
out in marked transeccts,

5) The following data were recorded for each record: 3 -

a). Direct observations. Locality, habitat, date, hour, number

of animals, sex, relative (approximate?) age, and activity.

b). Indirect observations. Locallty, hnbitut)dnte, hour, type of traces, and

praobable numher of antmals.




6) TFor cach locality where animals andlor their signs were observed
the following data were recorded: browsed plants, vesting places
(neats), availability or nearness of water (dams, springs, wells,
and tinajas), deseription of exact habltat and possible sources
of perturbation (agricultural zones, cattle, habitat destruction,
hunttng, predators, etc.).

7) Questionnaires on the subject were sdrawn up‘and filled {in by infor-
mation from farmers, vranchers, hunters, and olLher porsons from

different sectors.

8) A temporary monktoring plan was implemented using soms: local persons

in order to obtain a larger number of obsexvations.

11I. RESULTS

IT1.1. Distribution of the pronghorn.

Historical discribution‘of the pronghorn in Mexico included all
of tho altiplano Lo western Widalgo and north of the state of Mexico, town;d
the cast, all the central and northwestern region of the state of Sonorn in
the plains to the cast of Sierra de San Pedro Martir in Baja California Norte,
all che lvnéth of Baju Californila Sur cxcept for the sie;ras and southern tip.

The distribution of the pronghorn in Mexico followed the geographic pattern

_of the Chihuahuan, Sonoran, nnd Vivcnino deserts, by wh*ch we may conqidor

it an inhabitant of the semjarid and arid plains o[ Mcxlco (Fig. 1).

Today its arca of distribution is scarcely 5 to 10% of the original
aren. The docrease in this area was very drastic; in 1723 (Leopold 1959)
pronghorn could still be found in the Valley of Moxico, by 1911 (Lépez and
Lépez 1911) Lt had disappeared [rom the valley and occurred only in San Luis
Potosf, ,dcaLOQns, Durango, Coahuila, Chihuahua, Nuevo Ledn, Sonora, and the
Baja Californias. DBetween 1922 and 1924 the pronghorn occurved only in the

Baja Califorulas, Sonora, Chihuahua, and Coahufla (Nelson 1925), and by 1949

'




only inrthc éano ;émpfislng norgﬁ;ccntrnl and castern Chihuahua, Altar Desert
and Sonoyta, and {n the Vizcaino Desert in Baja Cnlifornin Sur, with a few
isolated specimens in Coahufla and Nueve Leon and in the plains of Baja
Galifornia Norte (Leopold 1959).

1n 1984 pronghorn Ls found in Mexico only in some lecalities In Chihuahua,
in the zone of El Pinacate, in the Vizcaina Desert, and in a small poition of

Coahuila (Figs. 2, 3, 4, nnd‘S).

111.2. MHabitat occupied by the pronghorn.

Originally the pronghorn occupied the xerophilic brushland and mea-
dowland. . Today it is found only in the Chihuahuan Desert region of gucculents
and Larrea-yueca, in the Sonoran Desert in the division known as the Jower o
Colorado River region, and in the Vizcaina Desert (Shclfor& 1958). In Chi-
huahua pronghorn hqhitqé inclddes the arid and semiarid_zonpq of the state,
where fhé‘dominant vegetation is microphillic brushlhnd, medium, open ﬁcadows;
and grumous grasslauds [bunchy grasses]. Principal vcgctational speclas

characterizing these areas arcs
.

"Navajito! grass (Boutcloua gracilis, B. criopada, B. hirsunbg,

B. curtipendula), "toboso'" grass (Hilaria mutica) , and alkaline Brass

SSporobolué alroides). 1In the microphyli{c‘hrushland the dominant bushes
e ad

de zorra" (fox tails) (Brickellia spinulosa), chollas (Opuntia imbricata),

and "Palmilla (Yucca spp). The arcas of distvibution In Chihuahua range

from 1,220 m to 1700 m above sea level. Mean annual temperatures vary

between 14.5°C and.18.2%¢C. Average annual precipitation is 332 mm from | A

June to November (Yrevifio 1977;. o "
In Sonora present~day pronghorn habitat includes microphyllic brush-

land, microphyllic "subinermes," and grasslands of semimobile and fixed ._ﬂ" .
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dunes. Dominants in. the area arec perennial bushes like Ygobernadora®

(Larrea tridentata), "Chamize™ (Atviplex spp),  and salt bush (Franke-

nia palmeri). Sahuaros (Carneglea giganteus) and palo varde (Coreldium
microphyllum) ave found toward the more humid zowes. Grasslands are
predominantly of “galleta” grass (Iilarila ripglda). Tnterspersed through-

out the zone ave barren lands, plains dominated by grasses (Schismus

arabicus and Aristida sp) ;hich are very frequented by pronghorn. The
altitude of the area varies from 3 to 400 m above sea levél, and the
uvc;ngc unnuﬁlﬂrhinfall is from 64 to 200 mm; tho climntg is soeml warm
with temperatures between 10°C and 22°C as an a;;unl average (Kzeurra et
al. 1981).

In the Vizcaino Desert this animal has become codfin&d to a small

portion of the desert of Baja California Sur, whaere the dominant plants

‘arc "gobernadora" (Larrca tridentata), ocotillo (Feuquleria splendens),

and various species of aguveé (Agave spp). Mean annual temperatures are
ffdﬁ 20° to 2500, and precipitation véries~bntwccn 100 and 200‘mm.
Elevation doe; not excead 100 m above sca level {Brown 1982),

The topopraphy of the thveo arcas i{s level to slightly rolling. "Go-

bernadora" (Larrca tridentata), MGalleta" grass- (itilaria spp), and some

present-day and historical habitat zome of the pronghorn.

117.3. Gurrent populations and population structure.

Chihuahua: data collected for the state resulted frowm surveys of 11

arcas of the state (scc Appendix 1 for localities) and information
obtafned through interviews with farmers and cattlemen of those arcas

(Table 1),
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CTable 1,

———r e A P e —e———

PARM No. ANIMALS  No. ANTMALS -5l R CT U R E
AREA REPORTED STGHTED o 0 © 7
1 30 11 2 4 2 3
2 15 3 - 2 -
3 ’ 7 ] - - . -
4 . " - . . .
5 32 : n - ] 1 2
O 154 112 21 52 X 17
7 109 41 S 18 7 N
4 \ 7 7 2 3 A - %
9 *T 5 oy - - - B
10 12 * .- - - -
1M . 43 . 29 7 13 &) 4
TOTAL . 401 214 40 97 40 37
% of sightings 100 18.69 45.33 18,69 172.29

*Unconfivmed farm areas
8- Juveniies
7 Unidesitified

i

Table 1 shows ,a minimum populat

fon of 214 animals in the state, with‘ a

"composition of 18.69% males, 65.33% (emales, and 18,.69% juveniles, plus an

additional 17.29% of unidcntificd individuals, 1f we take only the well-,

identified pronghorn, we find that there is 1 .male for each 2,42 femalen

P

Jou

(1:2.42) and 41 juveniles for cachA female (1 offspring for every 2 females).

There were 401 reported .animals, however, this number cannot be taken scriously

because many of ‘the repotts are overestimations. Novertheless, if we “take

the mean of veported and sighted numbers, [ think we can get an adequate

estimate of the state's pronghorn population, i.c.,

of 307 animals,

an cstimated population




ma sex ratfo of 36.36% malos to 48.49% females of which 21,21% of the

Sonoras All the 12 arcas surveyed (Vnnr' Appendix 1) arve located

to the cast of Pinacate Mountain within the municipallity of Puerto

" PeRasco, beyond the plalns to the north of the Gulf of Santa Clara,

No vestiges of pronghorn were founds, Table 2 shows the results of the

census and Information obtained lrem Jocal inhabitants.

Table 2.

No. ANIMALS No. ANIMALS

ZONE  REPORTED SIGHTED SLRUCTURE o
o " o
1 4 -- 2 - -
2 6 2 Lo - NS
3 7 hadad - " -
4 ] 2 . . -
5 5 5 - 5 ’ -
6 11 - . - 2 .
7, 20 8 N 4 (J)
8 5 2 - 2 -
8 7 1 i - -
10 7 2 2. . - .
I 10 . 5 1 7 -
1 6 6 s5¢(np 1 .
TOTAL a3 33 12 6 . S
% of total 100 6,36 48.49 15.15

s

Table 2 shows a minimum population, in Sonora, of 33 animals ,"‘?,i,il‘ 777777

males and 27.27% of the £emnl.cé are younp animals, Juveniles account
for 15.15% of the pcl})ulutlon, This gives us average f[igurves of 0.71
j.uvenilcs per fomale' (1 juvenile for chch female) and 1 male per 1.33
fomales (Approx. 1:1), the same as [or Chihuahua, Vartous persons
reported differant numbers of pronghorn none of which can, therefore,

be taken scriously. Thercefore, in ovder to obtain an estimated mean




| e ::é-wma;a‘:"f?'lfuu% o S, memmEmEE !

we agafn divided rhe number reported plus the number s;.i,ghtnrl by 2
“to derive an cstfimntu‘d population of #3 anfmals In the Altar Desert.
Baja California Sur: Due to circumstnances beyond our control we
did not visit the Vizeaino Desert, nevortheless, we know that the arca
1s being studied by personnel of the Departiment of Terrestrial Flora and
Fauna, although, unfortunately, there is no published i.nfofmntion. Given
this situation, and for purposes of c.om'pm.‘iuon, we present here the data
obtained by Herandndez and published in 1980. The localities studied by
this auth;)r [T think he means lHlernfdndez) were Rancho San José and the
Voladores, Arroyo San José, and San Jasé de Castro. The results were
as follows:
Females - 45 (56.2%)
Males - 27 (33.8%)
Juveniles - 8  (10.0%)
This givc; a total of .66 females per ;ﬁn].c and an average of 9.77
j.uvcnilcn per Eémnlc, i.e., one _1uvcni.‘1.n for cvery 6 l:'cvnvmlcrs. vmorc or less.
in sum, we find that for tha three subspecies of pronghorn in |

Mexico, the populations are currently very low (Table 3).

_Table 3. Current populations of rha rhree pronghern subapecies.

M INIMUM MAXIMUM ESTIMATED
T e e o POPULATION POPULATION POPYLATION

Antilocapra americana mexjicana 214 401 307

(Chibhuahuan pronghorn) A
plains of Guaje.Coahuila * - - 12 '

Antilocapra amecricana sonoriensis ) B e
{(Sonoran pronghorn) 33 93 63 ot

Antilocapra americana peninsularis ‘
(Vizcaino pronghorn) 80 100 90 . S

7 dw:‘f//é nele TOTAL 327 594 472 , Vo
.&u,@%@éﬂ * o ;

»Q,,‘_‘zt:s{ . ,f_a;’( e"‘;'mj ;9 ‘
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Ay we can sce in Table 4, the winilmum prounghorn population
in Mexico 1s 327 animals with an es?imatcd pepulation of 472. This
last figure can be used to compare the current situation with estimates
for other years by reglon and for the nation as a whole.

Table & 15, a chronological vepresentation of the decroase of

pronghorn population in Mexico during the last 60 ycars.

Table 4
POPULATION LOCALITIES DATE SOURCE
o T 1 .
2400 B.C.5., B.C/N,, Sonora 1924 Nelson 1925
Coahuila and Chihuahua
800 B.C.8., B.C.N., Sonora 1973 Sundstrom 1973
and Chihuahua
695 B.€.S., Sonora, Chihua~ = 1977 Herndndez _and
hua ‘ Trevitlo 1980
650 B.C.8., Souwora, Chihua- 1978 Tinker 1978
hua
472 B.C.S., Sonora, Chihua~ 1984

hua, Coahuila

From Table 4 we can derive an 80.33% decrease in pronghorn populations

in Mexico over a perifod of 60 years:  of an original pepulation, estimated —— -

by ‘Nelson (1925) at 2400 animals, only 472 remain in 1984, g decrcase of
1928 antmals with an average loss of 32.13 animals per year, This average
loss has not been constant, however, Table 5 shows the animal-loss trend
in four well-documented periods. Table 5 shows clearly that in a single
year, period 3 from 1977 to 1978, 4% promnghorn were lost; perlods 1, 2,

and 4  prescat an apparently similar loss, differing only in the length

of the peried.




Table 5. ‘Trend in the decrease of animals during 4 pe‘[l'o?'ds (60 years)

showing the deervease in numbers, percentage, and animals por year.

Ghange in 60 years Animals lost

No. % per yr ‘

j_..,_.,, :
Period 1 1924 - 1.97}( - 1600 - 66,0067 32.65
Population 2400 800
Period 2 1973 - 1977 . - 105 -~ 13.13 26,15
Population 800 695
Period 3 1977 ~ 1978 - 45 - 6,47 45.00 C
Population 695 650 )
Perfod & 1978 ~ 1984 - 178 - 27.38 29.66 '

Population 630 472

™ . i

111.4, Current Problems

- .The problems facing th‘g pronghorn populations in Mexico c;n be sumnicd
. up in four Vpriﬁiéiipiglﬁ};crtqrs:
c 1) Climate |
7 7 2). Pfcdutors
3)  Habitat destrucr.iiém |
4) Poaching
- Of‘ the four, tho first two are the result of.a natural, cvelutionary

o " W
. ____broceas and one can do very little against them, especially climate,

Pronghorn populations in Baja Californtia snd Sonora ave subjocted to onc
of the most extreme and hostile climates in Mexicos The areas lack avall-
able, free water for these animals use; this results in a low fncundl.‘ty
["fortility and reproduction"] for tha majority of years. If to this onc
adds the fact that both the Vizcaino and Altar deserts sustaln long periods
of drought which on occasion last several yeaus (thh“ [)ol.'iocls of as much

as ten years without regular rafns) we see that climate has been a great

Umiting factor in the growth of pronghorn populations,

. ) i
P case o
L




~As far as predators are concerned, there are several species within
the :;;:eng of distribution of the pronghorn in the three states which
could be potewtial predators., Very Httle 15 known, and we were able
to find out even less on the subject, but the following are considered
predators of the pronghorn: the mountain lHfon, puma, 'toyal'cagle, amnd
coyotes—~these last are of ;;rnn(:’i,mpm-tunce nccm‘;i.ng to studies carried
out in the United States, Canada, and Mexico (Yoakum 1978, Mitchell 1980,
and Alcé)'mca n‘nd Sﬁnéhén 1981}, cgpcciall,y when populations are small,

woyotes are vér§ abundant in the the three areas, nevertheless, thelr
impact on pronghorn populnltions has not been demounstrared.

Not withsfanding the preceding, 'we think that Lhe: principal factors
responsible for the drastic decrcase of pronghorn in Mexico ares habitat
dqst}'uCCLO‘n in its two modes, altotal d(ssﬁrllction for agriculture and ur-

t

banization, and b)irreversible chnnges duc to ”ovcrgrnzing, this last

very important in the states of Chihuahua and Sonora. The other causec

fr y ,
is hunting, since the indiscriminate chase of thesa animals has ncver ceasad.
Hornaday (1908) is the first to call attention to the fact that the pronghorn

are dying out In Sonora and Arizona. Later, in 1911, Lépez and Lépez

call upon the authovities to put a stop to the siaughter f pronghovn,

" Tand relate "how "hunters” “in automoblles finish-off whole “herdgv——- ---— — — ’v*":""""'_*v“‘"‘ e

We sca, thén, that uncontrolled hunting has been one of the priwncipal i

.causes for the disappcearance of these animals. Lt is known, through trust- o

worthy information of rcliable people whose namds are unot wmentioned for

reasons of safety, that in the year 1984 alone "hunters” killed 26 prong- DA

horn, 9 in the area of ¢l Pinacate, 10 in Chihuahua, 3 in GCoahufla, and ‘ e
2 In Baja California. As we see, hunting continucs to be a definite

factor despite the Fact that pronghorn have been protocted siunce 1922,

was declared a specles Iin dangor of cxtinction in 1973, and its relict
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populations in nnjnr California and Sonora area located In areas desig-

.

nated as reserves. In spite of this, those arcas are not vespected, nor
does there exist persowncl to ewforce respect.
From the toregoing we caun say that, besides the four points meuntlioned

there are two more which are very important and decisive in the current

situation of the pronghorns These are the indifference of the responsible

authorities, and the lack of vigilance and support,

1V.  CONCLUSIONS

"

Despite the fact that this study is general in character, and
preliminary, we can clearly sec that if the situation should continue as.

it has done up to now, the Sonoran antlilope (Antilocapra americana

sonoriensis) will have disappeared in about 6 yearsy it is probable that
‘ : v
in 10 more Antilocapra 1_1; Lwni.nsulm'is\ will disappear from the Vizecaino

f)nsct“[t, nnd. ic is possible that not too many yaars later nst cve_.p’ ten
pronghern will be ieft: in the state of Chihuahua., The situation is
alarming and urgent measures are vequired, above all {f we want to
conscrve the subspocies of Bajn California and Sonora. It will ulwny‘s

be possible to introduce the Chihuahuan pronghorn (rom the Uunited

States, ‘since they have large populatious of tr. subspecics A. a., mexicana.

_ _As finnlwconclusion's**wc can gays
1)  The pronghorn in Mexico {5 in real dauger of extinction.
2} The principall motive for the rapid disappearance of the
pronghorn continuaes to be poaching,
3) If fmmediate and specific measures are not taken, the proughorn

will have disappeared from Mexican territory in lass than 15 years,




V. REGOMMENDATIONS

o

Having studied the current status of trhe pronghorn populations in
Mexico and having analyzed the threats Lo s con}‘sorvuLion, it 1s
necessary to take varlous actlons which guarantee preservation [ permanency]
of the species and will afd in dncreasing their populations.

The measures which we list below represent Lhe basic cloments of a
program for conservation of this valuable species, above all for the ‘sub—
specles of the Vizcaino Desert in annh California Swr, and the Altar Desert
in Sonoray as was mentioned bnfore,A the Chihuahuan subspecies can be.
reintroduced from Arvizona 01; New Mexico, UdS.A.

1). Publicity campalgn, at all levels, on the current status of the

pronghorn (population, legal status, i.lnportalt)ce as a :'.puc'ics).

2) Punish (in such a manner as to be a dotérrent to athers) all
ﬁorsons who kill one of these aniimais m'nzn within their land-
holdings (the fauna is the property of the nation)..

3) Initiate a program of rescarch and monitoring of the populat:ions'
in their are‘as”of distribution: this program should be continuous
and to include the following Subjects:

a) Density and population structure

'b)  Diet and garrying capacity of the area where they are found
¢) Impact of climate and predators on the populatlons
(i) Competition and cf\Lnt of cattle on their (lenlsi.t:y
¢) Inventory of arcas suitable for pronghorn, for a ruiptro-
duction program.
4)  Given the somewhat nomadiz habits of some pronghorn populationn

due largely to a search [or forage, but above all for water,

establish ‘a system of strantegieally distributed watering holes
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in order Lo keep the animals louger In a particular place and
facilitate astudy and protection; make o system of upen path-
ways of their travel rvoutes te prevent h\j\n'.tc;.:'. due to wires,
especlally in Chihuahua,

As we have seen tht,'oughouL this text, the pronghorn in Mexico
inhabits the most inhospitable reglons, characterized by l.m'.kf,
of water. This bas been a limiting factor in obtaining pgcod e
reproduction, thus, a good system, n; network, of watering |
places could save this animal. ,
Start a program of rcintroduction to arcas of good pronghorn
habitat, good forage, water,. and protection. Such areas should
be chosen among the ranches and *“ejidos" that are interested

In the animals, and 'fn reserves such as the Bilosphere Rescrves
of La Michilfa and Mapim{ in the state of Durango., This pro-h
gram should consider importing some nuclef or brccdiﬂg stock

of the subspecles mexicana. This could be accomplished in a

short timec through SEDUE, Fish and Wildlife Service, WWF, TUCN,

and other Insitutions such as state governments or scicntific

institutions in Mexico,
-In-tha._case -of- the -Sonoran-pronghorn, -it-is-imperative to--have- - ———-— ol
an area declared a prescerve at whatever level, A proclamation

is necessary in order Lo be able to implement a protection program. Sy

lave a sufficient number of guards (rangers), interested and APRERET

belicving in what they are dolng, who have logistic, cconomic,

and legal backing in order to protect this valuable specles.

~i-
|- -
i
\
1
|



1u order to keep the apimalq longey in a pmticular plnco and

. ) fncilitntc qtudy .'md proLocLion- makc a qychm oL' opcn puth—-

- Lo ] ways of their travnl routes to provent injuries due to wires,

especially in Chihuahua, P

o As we hnve sc«)n.througho_ut this tcxt,. the pronghorn in- Mexico . @ A

" inhabits the most inho.:pil.'lbln rcgions, Eharactoriaod by lz\ckc L
- : o “  of water. "This has been a Limiting [m,t.or 1n obtaining good

O D ) ,rcproduction, thus, a good system, or network,of ‘watering’

oo e oo o - - VY

places could save this animal. T "

5) Start a program of rcintroduction to arcas of good pronghorn

; o . habitat, good forage, water, and protection. Such areas should

0 -

‘be chosen among thc ranchcs and "ejidog!" ‘that are’ intcrestcd

1 the animals, and in reserves such as the Biosphero Resorvcg

e Of L Mi‘.hilfn and Mapimf. in. the atate of Dur'ango.\ L‘hiS wpruf-'

gwnm should cons{der 1mporting soma nuclei or breeding stock |, 3

e OO

ot thc sub*'ipecios mexicana. 7"1‘his ‘could be accomplished in'a

short time through SEDUE, Fish and Wildlife Sm:vicc, WWF, IU(’N, Lo

) o -

o o o ~and othcr insilut.tons bUCh as state governments or ‘scientific -

: : '6)'l_ In thn ‘case of Lho Sonoran pronghorn, it is tmpcrativc to’ hn\m

L o .an. area. dcclm‘od a2 preserve -at whatever - level, A~ proc'lamatior;
s necessary in order to be nbl.c to implcment a érétéf.tion program.i
7) Have a sufficlent number of guards (rangers), interested and
o T L bpuuying In what they are doing, who have logistic, ”c‘conomié,’

and legal backing in order to protect this valuable specles.
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Finally, we can say that the prorection of pronghorn in Mcexjco,
as well as that of other species, requires:

1) Awareness and intevest of the authoritles

|
2) Awareness and lntcrc:}\ of the communitics

3) Awareness and interest of the scientisty
4) Awarcness and interest of the guards. !
oo

As we can sece, It I3 not an casy undertaking, but If we want’

- to conserve this animal we need to make a very large effort with an

investment of millions and the participation of many institutions and people.
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Appendix 1

List of lacallties where the presence of pronghorn wasg v}lfrﬂ’ind in
the different states:

COANULA

In the plains of the “Guajes," approxlmately 70 km south of Boquillas
del Carmen and about 30 km {rom the U.8. boundary and the Umits of
the state of Chihuahua (see Appendix 2).

BAJA CALIFORNIA SUR

In the zone known as plain of the pronghorn between Guerrero
Negro, Sierva Pintada, and Sierra de Santa Clara, principally in:
(see Appendix 2)

1) Rancho San José de Castro

2) Ranche Los Voladores

3) Arvoyo San José

&) Arroyo San José de Castro

SONORA

A1l lacalitien arce found to the north, northeast, and cast of the
voleanie shield of "El Pinacate" to a few kilometers beyond Sierra Pinta
north of $1n Jorge Bay (see appendix 2),

1) Crater Celaya '

2) Los vidrios scrvice statlon

3) Salvatierra voleano and los CGorralltos

4) Diaz Lake

5) DPlains of the colorado crater
6)  The hill and raunch of los vidrios
7 Plain of the pronghorns at the foot of Suvuk

8) Dunes south of Slerra Blanca



9) Sonoyta River south c;f rho Butrrilmon’trvﬂ.
10) Arca of Sierra Pinta

11)  Arca of Sierra San Francisco

12) . Arca to the south of Sierra Ciprlano

CUTHUAHUA

o e ey e ey e o

Since in the ["barrendera" = typo?] #zone are ranches and cattle

"ejidos' we give the names of the holdings for better localization (sce

map in Appendix 2):

Avea ' ’ Names of

holdings

1 The berrendo, FEl Palmar, La Compafiia, El

Bolude, and Nogales
2 El Cuervo, La Nariz,

and El Cactus

2.

La Chiripa, La Alcaparra

5. I.;Llﬂ Tunas, Palos Blancos, ELl 24, Tl 25, Atoto-
rﬁlco, and Lag Cuatn‘s

6 l,.as.grcgorias, El Terraceflo, El Papalote, San
Lorencito, El Agate, Coyamito Norte, Coyamito
Sur, Mundo Nucvo, and El Succo. .

7 Tres Castillos,; L_a b‘.spc;‘nnzh, l.as Tuzas, Las
Cuatas, Dos Hermanos, El Terboso, lLos Colorados,

i Luqil’liays:s‘,hl Fo’r'(","';”'];"’é"‘n'"*‘:‘*(*‘:l";;(f{;:— -

8 El Anteojo, and La Gallina

9 San Miguel

10 El Berrendo, and 0jo de Villa

1 I,a Palma, El Cubano, Los Orgamnos, ElL Becerro,

and La Caramayola,




‘ o ANEXO 2

Appendix 2 S .

MAPAS LE DISTR(BUCICN D¥I, BERRENDO
Pronghorn Distribution Maps




{861 ‘udx¥eor) OL6l wa UYIONGIIISIQ BB
* (6561 ‘prodoa]} gy6l wo wWIdNQIIISIg 553
{1861 ‘IiEH 37 TPEILIIPON) TRUIZTI0 UPIONQLIIST] E2A

s = i =

arﬂv.n [<T») o

.

QIIXS. UB OPUXAIG IFP WRIMNQTIISI@ *t vanlry




EE N N LI

bW b

Prahn It bew s s

.

E.EN.U,



Figura 3. Distribucidn de ‘ntelocanra anacricana mexicana,
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Figora 6. Distribucidn de Antilocapra wxrieang soneriensis.
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Mapa modificado de Genzflez et al. 1983.



- Figura 5. *Distribucin actual de Antilocapra americana peninsularis.
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ANEXO 3
Appcndix'B

RESUMEN DE CENSOS REALIZADGS FOR DIFERENTES AUTORES
EN VARICS PERIODCS SOBRE LAS POBLACIONES TE BERRENDO

-

EN MEXIQO. .

.I

t".urpmnry of censuses taken by different authors
during different periods on the pronghorn populations

in Mexico



ESTIMAOS

BAJA CALIFORMIA

FEGIA

!

VISTOS . LOCALIDAD FUENTE
500 B.C.S. y B.C.N. 1924 Nelson
100 B.C.8. y B.C.N. 1973 Sundstrom
83 B.C.5. 1977 Hernindez
80 B.C.5. 1978 Hemnindez
renos de 100 B.C.S. 1978 Tinker °
90 80 B.C.5, 1984
.. CHIHUATUA
ESTIMADOS VISTOS LOCALIDAD FECHA HJLNI'E ]
700 Edo. de Chihuahua 1924  ‘Nelson
600 Edo. de Chihuahua 1973 Sundstrm
‘ 561 Edo. de Chihuahua 1977 Trevifio
533 Edo. de Chihuahua 1978 Trevifio
- 143 Edo. do Chihushua 1978 Hexrimdez
renos de 400 Cochuila y Chihuzhua 1978,  Tirker
B 11 214 Chihuahua 1984
T Tt e - - E— .
SONORA
ESTIMADOS VISTOS LOCALIDAD . TEGHA . . FUBMTE
A 43 " Repitn del Pinacate 1907 Homaday
. 595 Edo. de Sonora '1924°  Nelsmn
50. DMsierto de Alta 1954 Hallovan
zana fronteriza
545 ! Edo. de Sanora 1954 ‘Halloran
30 R2gisn del Pinacate 1971 May 1976

D‘GIFQSQS‘ADG.
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T

ESTIMANS  VISTOS LOCALIDAD * FEQIA  FUENTE

70 Msierto de Altar | 1971 May 1976
D.G.F.8.S.A.G.
15 RegiGa del Pinacate 1972 Ny
00 Eda. de Senura 1973 Swidstrom
51 Fdo. de Sonora 1978 ‘Heynindez
102 ' Edo. de Sonora _ ? D.G.F.S. SARH.
menos de 159  Fdo. de Sono¥a .. 1978. Tinker,
160 ' 26 Regifn de Altar ’ 1980  Lbpez
50 33 ' Regi6n del Pinacate 1983  Gmilez et al

63 33 Sciora {Regibn de Altar) 1984 .




